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DETAILED ACTION 

1. This action is responsive to communication filed on 19 March 2004. Claims 1-30 are 
pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed on 19 March 2004 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

3. As per applicant's arguments regarding claim 1, "there is no discussion of associative 
memories in Barr et al.", have been considered but are not persuasive. Barr teaches the computer 
processor having associated memory (Barr, col. 10, line 35). Associative storage is a memory- 
based storage method in which data item are accessed not on the basis of a fixed address or 
location but by analysis of their content (Microsoft Computer Dictionary). The search engine of 
Barr searches the database according to the search content, which is how the associated memory 
works. Clearly, the search engine of Barr uses associative memory. Furthermore, the definition 
of associative memory given by the applicant in the argument is not claimed in the claim. 
Therefore, it is not read into the claims. 

4. As per applicant's arguments regarding claims 2 and 23 the reference does not disclose a 
preparser have been considered but are not persuasive. The examiner interprets the preparser as 
a parser for natural language query. Barr teaches the parser (Barr, col. 24, lines 53-55). 
Applicant argues that the claimed preparser is used to eliminate formatting characters that would 
interfere with the search. However, the limitation is not recited in the rejected claim. Although 
the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not 
read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 
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5. As per applicant's arguments regarding claim 3 the reference does not disclose a hit 
output queue have been considered but are not persuasive. The examiner interprets the hit output 
queue is a queue for the searches. Barr teaches a queue for searches (Barr, col. 21, lines 20-22). 
Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification 
are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 



transform generator have been considered but are not persuasive. Barr teaches a transform 
generator (Barr, col. 26, lines 36-41). Applicant argues that the claimed transform is a CRC or 
any linear feedback shift register transformation. However, the limitation is not recited in the 
rejected claim. Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from 
the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

7. As per applicant's arguments regarding claim 8 the references do not disclose the data is 
converted into an address and a confirmer have been considered but are not persuasive. The 
examiner interprets the confirmer as a part of address. Barrett teaches the transform generator 
converts an input data into address (Barrett, col. 7, lines 63-64). Therefore, the argument is not 
persuasive. Again, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van 
Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

8. As per applicant's arguments regarding claim 10, the reference does not disclose a packet 
queue have been considered but are not persuasive. Barr teaches a queue for the searches. It is 
obvious that the queue stores packet of data. Therefore, the argument is not persuasive. 



1993). 



6. 



As per applicant's arguments regarding claim 7 the reference does not disclose a 
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9. As per applicant's arguments regarding claim 1 1 the reference does not disclose a sliding 
window search have been considered but are not persuasive. August teaches a sliding window 
search (August, col 23, lines 14-16). Applicant argues the sliding window search of August 
does not slide along the bytes of data. However, the limitation is not recited in the rejected 
claim. Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the 
specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181, 26 

USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

10. As per applicant's arguments regarding claim 12 the references do not disclose parsing 
the raw data have been considered but are not persuasive. Brown teaches parsing data (Brown, 
col. 3, lines 63-66, col. 11, lines 64-65). The examiner interprets the raw data is the query data. 
Therefore, the references teach the claimed feature. 

11. As per applicant's arguments regarding claim 13 it is not obvious to replace the white 
characters in the raw data have been considered but are not persuasive. The references teach a 
sliding window searching engine that searches key words that must fall relative to one and other 
within a defined distance (Brown, col. 13, lines 20-43). It is obvious the search engine will 
replace any combination of white space characters with a space character in order to find the 
distance between the key words. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to replace any combination of white space 
characters with a space character in order to find the distance between the key words and 
perform the proximity search. 

12. As per applicant's arguments regarding claims 15-19 the references do not disclose a 
proximity key list and a primary and next index have been considered but are not persuasive. 
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August discloses a slide window searching (August, col. 23, lines 14-15), and Barr discloses a 
proximity searching (Barr, col. 12, lines 30-34). In the slide window searching and proximity 
searching, the search engine locates the search terms from the proximity key list, and determines 
whether the search terms fall within desired distance of each other. The first term is the primary 
index and the second term is the next index. 

13. As per applicant's arguments regarding claim 20 have been considered but are not 
persuasive. Please see the reason given above in item 3 and 9. 

14. As per applicant's arguments regarding claim 24 requires a mapping table have been 
considered but are not persuasive. It is well known in the art that a parser includes a mapping 
table so that the parser can identify data and replace it with its corresponding data (please see 
Jacobs et al. 6,263,366, col. 1, lines 52-65). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

15. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

16. Claims 1-7 and 9-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Barr 
et al. ("Barr", 5,873,076). 

As per claim 1, Barr teaches a search engine system, comprising: 
an associative memory (Barr, col. 10, lines 34-44); 
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Ban* does not explicitly disclose a first search engine having a first data input and a 
connection to the associative memory; and a second search engine having a second data input 
and a connection to the associative memory. However, Barr discloses the query server software 
includes a plurality of search engines (Barr, col. 21, lines 15-19). It is obvious the query server 
software includes a first and second search engine. 

As per claim 2, Barr teaches all the claimed subject matters as discussed in claim 1, and 
further teaches a pre-parser having an input connected to the first data input and an output 
connected to an input of the first search engine (Barr, col. 24, lines 53-55). 

As per claim 3, Barr teaches all the claimed subject matters as discussed in claim 1, and 
further teaches a hit output queue connected to the first search engine (Barr, col. 21, lines 20-22). 

As per claim 4, Barr teaches all the claimed subject matters as discussed in claim 3, and 
further teaches a proximity search engine connected to an output of the first search engine (Barr, 
col. 12, lines 30-35. The specification, page 5, lines 24-26, discloses the proximity search engine 
as a system that allows searches such as find "fire" and "smoke" within 100 characters (words) 
of each other). 

As per claim 5, Barr teaches all the claimed subject matters as discussed in claim 4, and 
further teaches a key list connected to the proximity search engine (Barr, col. 4, lines 19-23). 

As per claim 6, Barr teaches all the claimed subject matters as discussed in claim 5, and 
further teaches a proximity hit queue connected to the proximity search engine (Barr, col. 21, 
lines 20-22). 

As per claim 7, Barr teaches all the claimed subject matters as discussed in claim 1, and 
further teaches the first search engine includes a transform generator (Barr, col. 26, lines 36-41). 
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As per claim 9, Barr teaches all the claimed subject matters as discussed in claim 5, and 
further teaches the key list contains at least two text strings and a distance between the at least 
two text strings (Barr, col. 12, lines 30-35). 

As per claim 10, Barr teaches all the claimed subject matters as discussed in claim 1, and 
further teaches a packet input queue connected to the associative memory (Barr, col. 21, lines 20- 
22). 

17. Claim 8 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Barr et al. ("Barr", 
5,873,076) in view of Barrett et al. ("Barrett", 6,490,584). 

As per claim 8, Barr teaches all the claimed subject matters as discussed in claim 7, 
except for explicitly disclosing the transform generator converts an input data into address and a 
confirmer. Barrett teaches the transform generator converts an input data into address and a 
confirmer (Barrett, col. 7, lines 63-64). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to convert an input data into address and a 
confirmer in order to use the converted data to retrieve information. 

18. Claims 1 1 and 19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over August 
et al. ("August", 6,647,383). 

As per claim 11, August teaches a method of operating a search engine system, 
comprising the steps of: 

forming a packet of data (August, col. 9, lines 57-60); 

starting a sliding window search on the packet of data (August, col. 23, lines 14-16); 
when a match is found, determining a location of the match (August, col. 23, lines 14- 

16). 
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August does not explicitly disclose the packet of data contains a start flag. However, it is 
well known in the art that the packet data transmitted in network has a start flag. 

As per claim 19, August teaches all the claimed subject matters as discussed in claim 11, 
except for explicitly disclosing the detailed steps of forming a packet data. However, these steps 
are well known in the art for sending and receiving packet data. 

19. Claims 12-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over August et 
al. ("August", 6,647,383) in view of Brown et al. ("Brown", 6,665,666). 

As per claim 12, August teaches all the claimed subject matters as discussed in claim 11, 
except for explicitly disclosing parsing a raw data to find a predetermined set of characters; when 
the predetermined set of characters is found, replacing the predetermined set of characters with a 
replacement set characters. Brown teaches disclosing parsing a raw data to find a predetermined 
set of characters; when the predetermined set of characters is found, replacing the predetermined 
set of characters with a replacement set characters (Brown, col. 3, lines 63-66, col. 1 1, lines 64- 
65). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to parse and replace the data in the system of August in order to standardize 
the format of data so that the search engine can easily compare the data. 

As per claim 13, August and Brown teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 12, except for explicitly disclosing defining the predetermined set of characters to be any 
combination of white space characters; defining the replacement set of characters as a space 
character. However, August and Brown teach a sliding window searching engine that searches 
key words that must fall relative to one and other within a defined distance (Brown, col. 13, lines 
20-43). It is obvious the search engine will replace any combination of white space characters 
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with a space character in order to find the distance between the key words. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
replace any combination of white space characters with a space character in order to find the 
distance between the key words and perform the proximity search. 

As per claim 14, August and Brown teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 12, except for explicitly disclosing defining the predetermined set of characters to be all 
capital letter; defining the replacement set of characters as a corresponding lower case letter. 
However, it is obvious to replace the capital letter with its corresponding lower case letter in 
order to standardize the format of data so that the search engine can easily compare the data. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to replace the capital letter with its corresponding lower case letter in order to 
standardize the format of data so that the search engine can easily compare the data. 
20. Claims 15-18 and 20-30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
August et al. ("August", 6,647,383) in view of Barr et al. ("Barr", 5,873,076). 

As per claims 15-18, August teaches all the claimed subject matters as discussed in claim 
11, except for explicitly disclosing the claimed steps of searching. However, August discloses a 
slide window searching (August, col. 23, lines 14-15), and Barr discloses a proximity searching 
(Barr, col. 12, lines 30-34). In the slide window searching and proximity searching, the search 
engine first locates the first search term, then determines whether the next search term falls 
within desired distance of the first search term. It is obvious the slide window searching and 
proximity searching includes the claimed steps of searching in order to determine whether the 
distance between the search terms fall relative to one and other. 
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As per claim 20, August teaches a search engine system comprising: 
an associative match memory (August, col 27, lines 17-25); 

a sliding search engine connected to the associative match memory (August, col. 23, lines 

14-16). 

August does not explicitly disclose a proximity search engine connected to an output of 
the sliding search engine. Barr teaches a proximity search engine (Barr, col. 12, lines 30-35). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have a proximity search engine connected to an output of the sliding search engine 
in the system of August in order to search key words that fall within a desired distance. 

As per claim 21, August and Barr teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 20, and further teach a plurality of sliding search engines that are each connected to a 
separate data stream (August, col. 23, lines 14-16). 

As per claim 22, August and Barr teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 20, and further teach a plurality of proximity engines are connected the sliding search 
engine (Barr, col. 12, lines 30-35). 

As per claim 23, August and Barr teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 20, and further teach a pre-parser connected to one of the sliding search engine (Barr, col. 
24, lines 53-55). 

As per claim 24, August and Barr teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 23, except for explicitly disclosing a mapping table. However, it is well known in the art 
that a parser includes a mapping table so that the parser can identify data and replace it with its 
corresponding data. 
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As per claim 25, August and Barr teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 24, except for explicitly disclosing an entry in the mapping table contains a characters to 
be replaced location and a replacement characters location. However, it is well known in the art 
that mapping table is used to store information between the mapped data and the its replacing 
data. 

As per claim 26, August and Barr teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 20, and further teach plurality of proximity search engines connected to the sliding search 
engine (Barr, col. 12, lines 30-35). 

As per claim 27, August and Barr teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 26, and further teach a key list memory connected to the proximity search engine (Barr, 
col. 4, lines 19-23). 

As per claim 28, August and Barr teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 27, and further teach the key list contains a plurality of locations, at least one of the 
plurality of locations contains a primary index, a next index and a proximity offset (Barr, col. 4, 
lines 19-23). 

As per claim 29, August and Barr teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 27, and further teach the proximity search engine contains a proximity hit list (Barr, col. 
12, lines 30-35). 

As per claim 30, August and Barr teach all the claimed subject matters as discussed in 
claim 21, and further teach a data input processor (August, Fig. 1). 
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Conclusion 



2 1 . The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Mayers et al. (5,532,694) disclose a sliding window search (col. 9, lines 40 -67). 

Michels et al. (6,549,519) disclose multiple search engines connected in series and CAM 
(col. 2, line 50 - col. 3, line58). 

Sherman (6,389,507) discloses using associative memory is well known in the art in 
order to accelerate any application requiring fast searching of a database (col. 1, lines 13-24). 

Henderson et al. (6,378,042) disclose using associative memory is well known in the art 
in order to accelerate any application requiring fast searching of a database (col. 1, lines 18-27). 

22. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 
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Contact Information 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Chongshan Chen whose telephone number is 703-305-8319. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday (8:00 am - 4:30 pm). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John E Breene can be reached on (703)305-9790. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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